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ABSTBACT^_ .... 

* Accent ort Developing Abstract Processes of Thought V 
(ADAPT) is a prograa designed to proaote critical thinking a song 
college students. Based on the theoretical, work- of Jean Piaget, it 
atteapts to help University of lebraslca freshjsTn confront pro'bleas 
and follow then through to logical solutions. In its first year, the 
prograa ?s goals were to encourage abstract", foraal thought patterns; 
to facilitate personal growth; and to cultivate positive attitudes 
toward the university. Various forts of evaluation showed that these, 
goals were satisfactorily' set. The 'second yearns evaluation, 
conducted by aeans of better standardized . and sounder assessaents, 
largely confirmed the first rear's findings. The ADAPT prograa seeas 
to create a cliaate for exploration that- positively influences 
student developaent along intellectual di-aenaions. These, students, by 
being responsible for their learning, have acquired new thinking 
skills' and have learned to savor the accoaplishaents that accoapany 
the use of these skills. (Author/BP) 
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• • • 1 INTRODUCTION . 

For the pist, two years, a .group o*f professors at the University 
of Nebraska 'have b^en parfecting a curriculum \tfhich demands th£t 
freshmen students be actively involved in their leaernitig. ihis program, 
Entitled Accent on -Developing Abstract Processes of Thought (ADAPT), s 
is ^imecNat encouraging students to be critical 'thinkers who ar*e * 
capable of confronting a problem and following that problem to a -logical 

- < / / . . . . f : / \ 

solution, 'TJie. prog-ram takes its theoretical impetus f&?om the writings 

of Jean Piaget-v/hp, with Barbel Irih^lder, first traced the development 

of" thinking from concrete and objective patterns to a more abstract - 

level . ■ FollowingTPTctget T s ideas, a central concern of the ADAPT program, 

has been preserving concepts that are easily 4:ied to familiar experiences* 

and requiring that the studentfe be active participants. * These concrete 

• / ' /V. 

experienoes serve *as/a foundation for the gradual acquisition of a ' 



more generalized ^fid abstract understanding of the concept. It i« 

/ • * 



expected that, ^/generalized understanding which* is intertwined with v 
experiences can .then be applied to a variety of problems. , ^ 

This brief sketch of the ADAPT program provides a contact for ' - 

understanding the' goals of the progr^ps. ' *) 

As in the firstyyear of the p'rogram, ^he primary 'goal was to 
encourage students to think 'critically and 1 logically Secondly, we* % 
were 'interested in providing sucessfu^ learning experiences that would 
facilitate personal and social growth. Finally, we' hoped tha^: students w * 
were being encouraged to explore a variety of content areas, would feel 
excitement in 'learning, and that this would be reflected j.n positive 
attitudes toward the whole -university community* In short, our godls 
v/ere to encourage abstract v formal thought patterns , to facilitate 



personal growth, Snd.to cultivate positiye attitudes toward the * 

'- • - * ' * » . 

university. 

' "• - • r ' 

First Year Evaluation ^ / /- . 

* / t - v ( 

The purpose of the present' papery is, to evaluate the successor 
the ADAPT program in 'achieving thes^ goals. Before turning to the J 
evaluation of the second -year of the ADAPT program, a quick review* 

of the evaluation of the -first year of "the ADAPT program is 'in order". 

7 ) . . . . # ^ 

Jas4caJQv/we found that 'ADAPT students demonstrated significantly more 

ability at- formal reasoning* processes at the end of the o freshman year 

than a group %f matched control subjects. It' was further shown that 

the ADAPT students increased on a tes't of conceptual complexity while 

the control group , decreased slightly; Finally, ADAPT ^students ' 

demonstrated very positive attitudes toward the' faculty and 'their 

college' experience . ' In short, it seemed^hat the goals of the A^^BT • 

program were attained in the Tir^t^ year. ^ * 

I ' . . ' 

Given that ' the ' first year's evaluation indicated that^ many ,of thg 

go<als were being attained,* it was decided- that .during the second year 

we should use rf.ore stringent measures of silftcass. The measurement of 

change in abstract or formal operational "thinking skills' provides an 
, • . * % * 

example.. During -the first year a ' number of tasks were used which ' 
^ad tieen developed for research purposes. ^Although these tasks were 
theoretically geared to assess formal- operational jthought , they did not*. 




meet strict test constructldff requirements It seemed that other nationally 

. - s V < 4 . ; 

standardized tests of critical thinking might demonstrate more convincingly 
the value of the ADAPT program in fcfstei^jig thiriking skills. Hence. ' ..< 

. ' •'. • . , • f • . . : 

a nationally nprmed, objective test --the Wat^on^ Glazer Critical Thinking 

> ■ p<» 

Appraisal — Was administered during the second year. > 



its.. Here agkin, 
m^trated convincing!^ 



" >A similar change, with re.spe'c'bv to the measure of personality 
development occurred. During the first year a test of conceptual^ 
complexity was used. This ttfst, although used widely to assess 
* interpersonal development , doe^ notl meet the parametric requirements 
typically demanded pf nationally normed assessments.. Here agkin, 

it was decided- that ADAPT's 'success could \be demor 

/ ^ . * > 

if a' more rigorous assessment was used. H^nce , Jane Loevinger'.s f 

measure of' Ego ^Development became a part* of the second year evaluation. 

/ The thoughts 'of • the 1 evaluation team and project staff concerning 

the second year evaluation are reflected in these changes,, irv measures • 

In essence, Kt. seemed that th£ program successfully met its' goals during 

the first year of its operation. In opder -to argue for wider (jfissemina- 

tiomoi^ the principles of the ADAPT program, however , .we felt compelled* 

♦ 

tp put the program tp a more rigorous ^valuation . The result % of this 

evaluation are reported in subsequent sections.* ' ° - 

* * 

DESIGN OF THE EVALUATION . • . 

) The evaluation instruments used, the different groups of subjects 

. \ . . • . " * J 

involved in the ^ssefesnents, and the tines when various tests were 

administered are det>icted in TJable 1. • In subsequent sections the 

tests cfrid subject samples *are described and the rationale for the . • 

:. - . •. v 

design is giv^en. • . . 

- . • * • * \ * 

Instruments 



- * 1. Watson-Glazer Critical .Thinking. Appraisal. 'This test .consists 

. ' . ■ ) : s : v ' ■ . . ' ' , • . 

* of a series »of exercises which require the application of some of the 
* importaat abilities involved in critical thinki-ng: inference^ recpgnition 



"Initial Measures 

; .ACT Scbpes. 
H.S. Quartile 

Watson-Glaze*? * 
Critical .Thinking 
Appraisal 

Formal Operational 
Assessments \ 

•Uane Loevinger's 
Ego Deyelopment • 



I " f TABLE 1 | 



Design of. the Second Year Evaluation 



ADAPT S.tudents / Control Students 1 



Fall 
1976 



Attitudes toward 
Faculty 



X 



X 



X 



X 



Omnibus Personality. X 
Inventor'y - . 



Spring 
1977 



X 



Fall 
1976 



X 
X 



Spring 
1977 



Centennial Students 



Fall 
1976 



X 
X 



X 



Spring 
1977 • 



Control Students' 

Fall Spring 
- 1976- 1977 




X 



/ 



</i *of. assumptions-; deduction; interpretation ; and evaluation of arguments. 

j . ' . . I , j ' . ^ ' V ' V * 

In addition, the critical thiaking. appraisal calls fW' responses to two 



different k'inqls of items. ' - In some items the student confronts^ 
^ problems^ involving neutral topics about which p<ft>pl<3r generally do hot 
Jijaye- strong feelings. Other itejms, approximate^ parallel in logical 
structure, pertain to p'oJLitical^ economic, ^nd social -[issues which are 



more likely' to arouse emotiorrali feelings , .biases,, or* pre j ud^ces (Watson^ 
5 Glazer, 1964). 



This test has been administered to 5-, 675 freshmen in 1*6 liberal • - 1 
arts colleges. Hence, norms for -the performance of freshmen are 
available. In addition, reliability and validity data have beeft com- 
piled. "Finally*, the Watson-Glazer is available in. "multiple forms, Usingj 
two forms for, pre- and post-testing has the advantage pf minimizing Jny 
practice effects.lt t v r r ^ 

/• 

In- essence, the use of the Watson-Glazer Critical Thinking Appraisal 

/ . 

allow3 for a rigorous test of wheth'er any 'dhanges have -occurred \n 

thinking skills* as a result of tfte ADAPT program. It is. 'hypothesized that 

* 

the ADAPT students "will show significantly greater increases on the* • • 
Watson-Glazer Critical Thinking Appraisal than the Control or Centennial 
subjects t • * . % 

v t -2. Formal Operational Task** The instruments used to assess 
formal operat^ , o3^ : ^consisted of five tasks which" require proportional 



reasoning, isolation and separation of .variabiles , Correlat io^n , .and 
probability. (Campbell , 1977), This test is oesigned to assess the 
theoretical formul'ations of Jean' Piage t 'Our goal in using this type o*f 

1 assessment was to adhere as closely as possible to theoretically . * , 

^meaningful assessment procedures. * 1 

e& ";•/. 1 . . . s 



A .• 

3. Attitude ^toward Faculty/ ■ , . . . • ( 

To assets' the students 1 attitude toward faculty.,* that so^scale of \ 

^ the. College Student Questionnaire; Part II was administered. This . 
» « 

standardized attitude questionnaire' allows *for comparisons Between the < 
• • • * 

" • ADAPT , /.control , „ and Centennial samples' as well Sas a # comparison of the 

three groups with a national sample. The specific hypothesis* to^ te 

■ • • »' *, f * • 

investigated is that tte ADAPT population has rtiore positive attitudes * 

' toward the faculty than the Control 1 group or the 'Centennial * students . 

4. Omnibus Personality ^jiventoi^. m % 

" This personality, test emerged from' the extensive work -on college ^ 

% r 'j * : 

student development by S^idford (1956) and his associates at Vassar # 
\ . after VJorld JJar II. Extensive data hatfe been accumulated concerning 

t^is test by the s/taff of the Center for Research and Development in 

• * t . \ 

Highsr Education at Berkeley. ? The test ftas selected because it examines 

both the intellectual and emotional aspects" of personality. However, • 
^ since .it is more likely to indicate personality development over a long 
f . period of time, £t was decided that it should .not be^atiministered a, 

second time until the juniSr or 'senio^.year / \ 



5. Ego Development 

A test tfhich is^omewhat more likely-to show ghort term development 
; ^ is Jane Loevinger^ Measure of Ego "Development. Thiamins trument 

indicates the degree to which mature personality characteristics have 
developed. In effect, personality is charted through various response 
' types, each one characteristic of Stud^ts who^e 1 personal development m 
has progressed to a similar' degree . This Vssessttient lyike the If at son- 
Glazerj'has a long history of use and. seems to'- be one of the most ,reliable 
^ctnd valid -indices of - personality development that is cur^eni^y available 
O (Loevinger, - 19*7*6) . In addition, the. theoretical and' developmental 

ERJC . ' „ ^ ' 9 J 



aspects of this test mesh»nicely -wi^th the pr^incipiles of the ADAPT 

program*. In shOr|,*the resulTs^of ^ Ifhis test given durigg l the fall 

* • * ** - 

and Spring should proyide* a rigorous test of the hypothesis that the* 

ADAPT program, facilitates affective' development 

6. Initial Measures . * * , 

4 Since the selection procedures for the four groups^ of sublets* 

did not guarantee a random -sample of the entering class o'f freshmen, 

it is important ^to know how the groups differ on initial characteristics. 

The .pre-test assessments will, of course, give some indication . of * ^ie 

differential standing of the four -samples . In addition, it is possible * 

to compare all four groups the American College T£st (ACT) and 

high school standing. * The ACT hafe the advantage, of being a widelyjused 

,'and we%l standardized test, enabling us to compare our groups to ' 

national norms. Such comparisons may help ^establish the generality of 

I 

our results. ' *; ' ^ 

Subjec ts * ^ 

*• • 

A total of .four different groups' of subjects participated in the 
1976-77 evaluation. Changes -in the *APAPT students on various measures 
were compared 'T^dhanges in ^hree contro^l groups. The fi^rst cont^ei 
group was composed of students who had icated en interest in the 
ADAPT program* but' for- a variety of reasons- ^ygd decided not" to enroll. 
.The comparison of this* group, labeled Control , with the ADAPT students 
* is perhaps the mos^t appropriate and meaningful comparison of the effects 
of the freshman year. However, the Contrqi^ students' freshman year 
differs from the ADAPT year in a variety of Ways. Classes' are typically 
larger, the students are more likely to pe taught by graduate assistants^ 
opportunities for discussion are probably- more limited, and thfey may* 

i io ' • • : 



i ■ : ". . . . .. . 



"* 8 



have *f ew acquaintances in'a class/ -Because' amy of theg£ variables 
r ' - 

N - * could be a, factor in differences fcetwe.en the ADAPT and' -Control. * • 

groups , -a second comparison group of Centennial students was selected. 

, • . y :. , ' , ' \ ' : . • 

,,1*1 the Centennial education N program, as in the ADAPT program, 
* » *■ ** * 

r+ 'students aro^in small 'classes , they are encouraged- to participate in 
class, 'they often know each other, and the professor is likely to be 

. 7 k » •. 

.. -vepy skilled. Comparing this group t© the ADAPT group t seemed like a. # y 
'more reasonable test of* whether the ADA^T curriculum .was effective in 
moving students toward more abstract thought processes, ^ * -> 

, » As indicated in Table- 1, these three groups (ADAP^ Control , *' V ' 
and . Gentennial)- participated in the CriticaL Thinking and Ego 

' - s - 7 4 - - • • ' . 

Development testing during hot]* the Fall of 197»and the Spring of, 1977 / 

/Mn addition, attitudes toward faculty- were measured in the Spring in ^ 
i ' • 

all three groups. ' ' 

■ Because the ADAPT program jwas 'designed to' increase 'formal operational 
^thinking and,because there were no, preliminary indications of how these! 
abstract thinking skills might correlate" with .tffiose prbce^serfc measured on' 
the Watson-Glazer Critical Tninking Appraisal, it was -decided that s a 



separate comoarison of movement on formal operations would* bf appropriate. 
Two sections of the same introductory* physics course, one containing 
ADAPT students, and one composed primarily of sophomores who r^cefived 
a traditional, physics course CControJL 'group 2) made this, cotfjpariison , • 

° t ■ ' ' . ■ ■ 

possibles The test of formal operations was administered ^ p^^t of - - % 
the physics^laboratory in the fall and spring* ^ ' ' j ' 



* 



• ■ . ii .. • , .« 

eric ., • . j » 



. -u ■.v r ^- 4 . t . v * •' . ■ • : 

The results are divided into ;¥ive * s^g^rohs > (a) a comparison " - 
of groups .on- initial measjar^e art evaluation of. changes , in ' t-hipkltig- 

skills;- (c) an revaluation of >charig~es *in personality development; Td),a 
comparison of Attitudes toward, faculty ; and (e) a compilation arid sumjnary 
of two years of the" ADAPT program t v * 



\ 



Initial Measures 



In Table 2 the high school qwartales are listed4for eaih of" 

. ' ) 

the four Student groups. ' * * 



♦ 



v 



1 



S TABLE 2 y 

* High- School Quart f iles of 'StQdents in All t Groups 



- ADAPT * 

. (n=30) / 

Control X 
(n=31) 

Centennial 
(n=25) 

Control 2 

- (n=18) 

t 

All Nebraska • 
Fr ashmen 1977 



\ 



• -Quarter 
N 

12 40 



2 3 7 4.2'' 

la. 52 

13 72.2 



2nd . 
Quarter f 



3rd 
Quarter 



•4 th \ 
Quarter * 



7 I 



47 





• N 


% • 


N 


. % . 


• 


4 T 








A. ( 




36. 7 \ 


4 


13.3 


• 3 


10 • 






> < 










19.4 


1 


3.-2 - 


1 


-3.2 










• r 






r 












28 * 




12 


2 


8 














7 • * 


27.8 




: o ■ • 


0 


. o •". 








* 








35 , 




13. *■ " 




5 .\ 





erJc 7 



9, 



.12 



4 



\ 



. 10' / 

•i 



. ift's clear from{these data that -the control grouns are a jnore- select 
• • '\\ 
:pup relative to%ither the ADAPT or Cente.nnia-1- samples .. The ADAPT ; • 

^ group, has the smallest percentage of students from the Upper quarter of 

£he 'high school graduating class. t From_ these data we might, expect • ( 

tS* w pre-te^t 'differences between our groups and we c£n' clearly see that * - . 



the ^tvJo' control groups do not represent a 'random/ samp 
freshman cla^ss 




er^termg 
r 



ACT test^ scores, were, also avaii^bl^ on mo&t of the students, 
These scores are presented in v ^Table 3. 



TABLE .3' 



Means and .Standard' -Deyiati,ons 'of 
. JFour Groups on ACT 



- ACT... 
Oomposi*^ 



Eng - * ' , 'Math 



All UNL Freshmen* . 
n= 3,.6d0 8 . 24.? 



* / Nationwide sample 

. n=H8,fO& ^ .. 18.5 



« 19.0" 



17*. 6 



21.6 



17. 8 



Social 
■Science 



A*DAPT 
n=3J 

* 

4 




20:22 . • 

(5. 70) .• / 


• 17.61- 
(4.42) 


19.-71 , 
"\ (6. *08) 

% • 


22. 
<5. 


77 


Control 1 ( 
n=3U J 




2* . 12 1 ■ 
(5. 54 )V _ 


2*. 68 

• (5y53) 


23.29 
(8.26) 


2 6.. 


44 

67)*- 


Centennial 


* 

• - m 


2 3". 21" 
-(6^1) ' ■ *' 


21.50 
(4.-63) 


221 58 
,(9.57) ' 


2 4-.' 
(7. 


79 ' 
03) 


** i 

Cohtrol 2'; 
n=13 




2.3.85 
C3\ 564 


# - 20.92 
(5.30) 


25. -77 
, (4.42) • 


25. 
(5. 


15 
47) 



Natural . 
'Science j 

20.10 
(6. 56) 



24^56 

(5. -45) 



23. 63 
(•6-63)'" 

23.23 
(5.0*2) 



20.1 



17.4 



. 2^.4 



20.9 



V3 



EMC 



13 



t . * i 

• I: / 

► ...» ' / • 

• - . ■ . 11 • • 

* . 1 - < ■ - 

% • ^ * • • ^ 

/ * 

« : The disparity between the scores of the 'ADAPT. students and all 

* • * • • / 

\ 1 three of**he other cphtrol-'.groups is* obvious.". - The ADAPT group's - / .7 

• V • * 

scores are signif itrantly Iowqj? than the other three groups on the 
comji^ite' 'measure*. * , - * * , - - , 

- *• . .The ACT*seores confirm"" £he fact that the ADAPT group is less 
able, in* a variety, of ' content areas than the other three groups of 
'students that were followed in the present study. m The , Centennial 
students who, cgi the basis of high school** rank, might be expec feed to'^. - 
do poorly oji the ACT did not differ, from the .Control.^ or Control^ 
subjects. / * \ \ 

- % ; Jt^seemsr clear from these initial measures- that the students selecting 



the ADAPT program were no't ars well prepared for college as' the other. 



ree contro'l groups. t Their ACT scores are also lower ' than the . , * 
overall .freshman class -entering the University of Nebraska at Lincoln. 

Changes in Thinking Sibils - ' . r 

* 

"The ADAPT grcrup\and QontroL* group were administered five different* 
formal operational tasks* in the fall and thd sprang of the year.' 

• ; /*- 

On, each of these tasks, studen-ts could receive a score from l'to 5., 
• i 

- * In ^'oh case a^scor^&f ,1 or 2 meant that a student relied primarily 

- ^ : A ' % 

,on *oficret£ thought processes to solve the problem; a score Cf 3 or " 
% '♦ : 

• * 4- indicated that the student was in transition fpom concrete to formal 
operations; and a score of 5 meant that the student used formal t . ' 

Operational thought iL solving the problem. A composite score obtained 
by averaging a student's performance across* all five tasks gives a 
' global indication of -the kinds of thought proceses students used to solve 
•a variety of problems. , 

•14 
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As indicated in Table 4 this composite score, shows* that 



the 'two groups 'differed significantly ' F(l ,48) = .^5'. 19 , 'p <1 . 03^ . 
and that there was a significant increase in f ormalSsperational 
■ skill from fall to spring F(l,48)' = -28.49, p< .01 



" • TABLE 4 

Formal Operational* Scores of ADAPT and Control^ Students 

| • ADAPT K * Control * Group TJirtie/ < Int^r- 

,n=30 - ^ ' n=20 F _F action 

Fall Spring Fall Spring 



Metric Puzzle . 3.68 k "> fc 4. 65 * 4 . 75 I 6,73**' 7.77** ~£.05 

4 • ' * * 

• - ! t 

Apartment Puzzle 3.90 -.4. 03 - 4. 02 .4-. 3S \ 

i • « 

Algae Puzzle 2.83* • 3.70 5.05. 3.60 • , 30.57-*'* 
Flexibility . 

of Rods ■ 3. 68 3. 96 4\32p 4/35 ■ - 12.55** . 

' . \ - . \ . . ' ■ 

Coin Toss 3'. 03 3. 48 3 . 37 3. 63 ,4. 31* 

Composite Score '3.43 3. 94 3. 90 4. % 13 1 5.19* ' 28.4.9**"" 4.32 



0 



* .05 

** S< .01 * * 9 ' ^ 

' These * results document increasfes in formal* operational skills for 
both groups*' from fall to spring., *Such a. change should certainly be, 
expected during the -course oS a year in college. In addition, this 
analysis - demonstrates a significant difference between the, ADAPT and 
eontrol 2 subje'cts. Th£ initial/measures' reported earlier revealed a 
significant cjispavity between the ADAPT and Control^ q^kjects, ^Hence , . 
it is noi: surprising that the ADAPT students scored somewhat below the 

erJc * 15 • ■ . 



la 



* ( * 

Controls students on the-' pretest . The significant interaction 

m ' > 

between the^!groups fc and the* ths pre- and post-tests, however, indicates aT 
diffprent^l increase during the year in the two groups F(l,4&) = 4.32, 
p<£.05 * Basically, this result, depicted in Figure 1, /indicates that 

• " * X • 

the ADAPT students showed more substantial increas-es in formal 
operational thought 'than the control subjects. 
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Figure 1. Chartg^a in Formal Operational Thinking 



The Wat-son-Glazey Critical, Thinking AppjpaisSl was . also admini^ered 

* ♦ * ..■**" 
to chart the effect of the ADAPT program oi) thinking skills. Forms ^ 

Y ,and Z: of the Watson-vGlazer were administered in the „Fall 'arid Spring 

* 

respectively to ADAPT,' Contro]^* 'and Centennial students. Although 
these two forms are equivalent w^en percentile scores are xis^d-, thej 



i 



'raw scores on form Z are somewhat lower than the raw scores on 
form Y. Hence'to ,avoid showing ,a spurious drop % in r^w scores all post- 
t.est > scores. were converted into scores equivalent to* the pre-test ^ 

1 ' > . - . 

for;*. The means and standard deviations of the three groups are 
reported in Tabl« 5. • .• 



. ' TABLE 5 

0 

•Means and Standard ' Deviations of 
V/at§on-Glazer Test Scores 



% * , ' ADAPT * , Cbntrol 1 Centennial 

j*e-test \6?. 60. 7H*.5U . . 73%75 

• i '(8.23) . C 8.^3) ; CIO. 09)" 



Post-test 
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y 73 . 26 '74.9^ , , 74,00 

A (10.49) (10^ 02) - , . . (11.'70) 

^ A repeated measures analysis of variance indicates that th£ ' 
v in±er act-ion between the thVee/froups and the two tests is significant 
F(2,95) = 4.13, p < .019. This indicates that the ADAPT students, made 
significant gains during'the year while the other two groups did* flat* * 
AX thought 'the ADAPT students were less N able on the^ pre-test, t>y the 
end of the year thef had improved "significantly in critical thinking < 
skills and their scores now equaled the scores of the other two groups. 
/ * Jn this section of the remits the ADAPT students have, beeji^ 
compared' with three other groVps on two measures of abstraq^diought . 

In' all of these' comparisons the ADAPT students have shown iiKreases in 

* • * * * 

thinking skills that were not matched by the cbmparison groups. One ^ 

can attribute these increases to the me'thods and -rationale underlying ' 

the ADAPT program but there is at* least one alternative explanatidfT tllat 



15 



% 



5 



warrants consideration. ; . -~ 

These* results could be a function of a ceiling levels 

qn the .measures used'l In pther^ words ,* *th'e .control students who on 

thfe pr*e-test *Were'far superip^r to the ADAPt students might r^ot h^ve 
1 * » » * 4 

bean able to improve' Their s.c6res. on the post-test. Considering" * ? . 

I ■* * i 4 • * 

.this /criticism for the 'formal operations mea-sure we see that the control, 
r * * . • « * 

"u*defnts composite 'score 'was 3.9 5 on a scale of, 5. However \4An 
^&j<amination of the subscal^s -repqrted in Table 4 indicates that on ^ 
only one of, the tests had the Control 'group really* reached a ceiling, 

level. Therefore, they could have \ shown m'oveme'nt on the other four 

** . ■ f 

post—tests. Another factor which seeitis to render this criticism 

inapplicable ' to ^the formal operations test is that the ADAPT group 

had also reached a ceiling 'oh the post-test of the metric puzzle. On*the 

critical thinking appraisal, the control students' post-test scores u 
w'ei^e approximately 73 out of a possible 10-0 . t ' National no^s 'indicate 
th^t students scoring in the upper 10% of the popufation receive r^w 
/scores of 79-89 with a raw score 'of 89 representing -the 99th percentile. 
The* control ' group should have, been able to achieve raw scores in the 
79-88' range if their critical Thinkings skills had improved. Hence, 
'it does no*b seem likely that a -.ceiling, effect can account for the 1 
H lacfc of c flange - demoflsfrated; by the two' comparison groups on ^he critiwl 
thinking measures. * v * \ ' 



% Another 'explanation, buttressed by the first yfcar ADAPT evaluation 
results-, is that the ADAPT curricula is designed to" foster critic 
thinking skills whils*a more typical fresTiman curriculum does not* 
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o^um 



Personality. Development - 4 , , , . , -J 

: *• \- • .. • • l 

it • The changes in Jane Lpe.Vinger's raeagnre of ega development froin 
fall to spring are 'depicted in Table '6. An analysis % of these jnea-ns 
indicates no Significant * change ' on" the', part of .any. of, 'the .groups/ 



' TABLE 6 ' 



-Pretest 
X 

cr • 



' Po=?ttest 



' Keans and> ~Sta^dard ;( Deyiatdofts o*£, > > r * 
' AHWroups-op Egd^Dey^.lopTnen f fe • 



Male 
* 

•4.9 5 
* .78 



ADAPT • 

/ ; *■ 

. ' .Fem&le 



5.47 



5-2- 



4.8^ 
1.46 



5,13- 
• - 60> f 



Control 



Centennial 

' v rlblale „.* ^SMaleV \ '-^Female* 



« v i'.4i ; 



; J5-/4&: 



a.1 v 

TO v 



•• -5'. 06* '■ ,5. 



ii'.'8'9?^'- ''..5,. 48- > 

• ••■->;••'■. v.; 

v 1. 38-. . • * . 8$'., 



vi.«64 ; 



. 5.D6 
» * . « 

V 1/.2 5 



64 
67 



/ - / 



* 5.09^ 
• -,.8-3 ' 



One can conclude that' the ADAPT- program did not "foster s any •substantia^ 

■ % ■ - - / . • 

changes in personality 'development as - measur*ed ort'this test. 
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Attitudes .toward Faculty % i % , 

- ' ' • i 

IrT theL first yedr 'evaluation ox the ADAPT urograrf'; ; attitude*s 

/ * ' * > 

toward ADAPT faculty were very favorable. ■ Since suth attitudes 

' permeate *a studept 1 s* 'college career, the .secpnd year evaluation 

. * * looked again at. ADAPT, Cant^q>l, and' Cent ennial .student s 1 attitudes 

toward faculty (subscale of College Student' Questionnaire, Part* 2K 

The difference between the three groups 1 Attitudes, reported in 

Jabft 6, are highly significant F( 2 , 9-1 ) = 1H . 29y p ✓ /001- * 1 ' 
* • - '/ . 

' , TABLE, 7 ' 

^ > 1 Attitude^ toward]^ Faculty . , 

- ADAPT ^ ' v ' Contr.ol # , Centennial 

' 36. 03 • 30 . 57 ' ■ \ 37. 71 

¥ 

. 1.75 ■ ' •' 5.8-9 . ■ I' ' 9.13 . • 

Both the ADAPT and Centennial* students gave vei^y favorable t s . . 

ratings to the faculty while the Control students Involved in 
larger classes and typically experiencing much less interaction ^ \ 
with the^f acuity, are not As favorably disposed tpward fhe' fracufjy^ * * ? 
^ These attitudinal results by themselves migh* suggest that 
the. variables o/ interest are quality fafculty and sm'all classes. ' * 
Hqwever, whei) these • results are examined in ooncert ' with the changes • 
in thinking skills presented earlier, we clo not see substantial " ' 




increases in^the Centennial group. .Hence, one can 'conclude- that 

something other than quality faculty and 'small classes is operating 

* . ' ' ■ - ' • / 

to. effect the changes in the ADAPT students* We would like to suggest 



• * * 

• ' • 1 / * # 

* * 

• 18 

.tfra.t a orltical variable is the curriculum 1 which ciemarvds' that the 
j'student ^ (a) engage in some exploration . of a/ area, (£) relate his 
explorations to meaningful 'experiences, and then (c). apply these * 
' **** ^ concepts abroadly. * . 4 " % % 



, COMPICATmfl AN# SUMJ1ARY OF TWO YEARS OF JHE -ADAPT PROGRAM 
>^The two years^^ the AD^PT program have been very different* in ^ ^ 

%&ny ways,- yet Some of the same patterns oS growth h^ye emerged, *In 

J \ ' , - ' / 

this section an attempt is made to Compare the findings from the twa 

year^ and summarize them, * \ t * { 

- Th| two groups of ADAPT students are compared on ACT scores in 

Table* 7. 'While the composite scores* are not significantly different, 

thig' year's group of ADAPT students received lower scores than last** 

^ * • 

year's on all of the s-ub-tests except social science. • " , 

r • a . " Tabled ( « , ^ 

• Weans and Standard Deviations of " J 

• * , ' ADAPT Groups on ACT 







Composite" 




Math 


' Social 
Science 


• ' Natural 
Science 
















ADAPT 
75-76 

t 




21. 24 
4.9-4 


. . 18,85 
4.99 


20. 8S." 
6.93 


• 21'. 29 
5.78 


-23. 81 
5.81 


ada'pt 

76-77 


X 


20.22- 
4.70- 


' 17. .61 
» • 4.42 


19.71 
6.08' 


22.77 

• • • 5,. 7'5 


20.10 
6.56 



t 

Perhaps one could^argud that the 1976-77- grou£> of ADATPT students 
was not, as v/ell prepared for college as the -1975-76, group. The .fact " 
that/ students from both ye^rs showed improvements ir\ abstract thought 
' 'that were not paralleled by- students enrolled in a more traditional 

er|c ; - . 21 • 



' * . 19, 

curiHcj^i^h seems to argue that the ADAPT program can orcvide a "focut^ 
8 for . facilitating the development -of critical chough t^feocssses "across 
.a broad spectrum of student abilities. In £oth years of the program • 
we sfce tftat students in the ADAPT program have a much 4 mOre favorable 
-attitude] toward the faculty than students in a traditional .curriculum, 

; rn s h ort, , h e second /ea,r of' thl^ ADAPT, program, evaluated » 
means of "better standardized and sounder assessments, largely confirmed 
the findings of the first year- The ADAfJT program "iseems to create a 
climate for exploration that positively influences, student .development 
^long intellectual dimensions. These students, by being responsible 
• for their learning, have acquired new thinking skills and have learned 
to savor the accomplishments that accompany the use of these skills. 
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